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Strategic Alternatives for Brine Management in the Valley of the Sun 
 

Abstract: 
In the Phoenix metropolitan area advanced water treatment, specifically reverse osmosis 
(RO), is being used now and increasingly more in the future to supplement potable water 
supplies.  Large amounts of potable water will be produced but also large amounts of 
waste in the form of brine will be created.  If there is not a sustainable method to manage 
the brine then possibly those future RO facilities will not be constructed.  
 
In the Phoenix metropolitan area the two most common methods of brine management 
are evaporation ponds and sewer disposal.  Neither method is sustainable as larger 
quantities of brine are generated.  Large evaporation ponds are extremely expensive and 
brine disposal into sewers diminishes the usable hydraulic capacity at the receiving waste 
water treatment plant and is detrimental to the valuable effluent being produced there.  
 
A logical next step in the planning process would be seek a regional solution and move 
the brine out of the urban environment to where land is cheaper, power is available and  
economies of scale can be implemented to seek a common solution.   Regional solutions 
for brine management must be cost effective, energy efficient, environmentally friendly 
and implementable.  This paper examines, at a planning level, six possible alternatives for 
a regional brine management solution.    
 
A brine management solution for the Phoenix metropolitan area can not be devised using 
a little bit of economic mathematics, planning exercises and literature research.  But it 
can show what won’t work either because it’s too expensive or too energy dependent or 
maybe not implementable.  Alternatives such as brine concentrators use way too much 
energy; regional evaporation ponds are too expensive; and deep well injection needs 
special geology not found in central Arizona.  
 
A system of brine management techniques linked together such as: chemical 
precipitation, secondary RO, Vibratory Shear Enhanced Processes (VSEP) and final 
disposal in a smaller evaporation pond could be an effective Zero Liquid Discharge 
(ZLD) solution.   High technology solutions can recover a good portion of the water from 
the brine. 
 
The opposite approach is using low technology, such as a wetland to remove 
contaminants and heavy metals from the brine, blend the brine with effluent and then 
surface discharging into the Gila River.  The brine/effluent mixture would be lower in 
TDS and be of better quality water than the Gila River.  This solution supplies a 
continuous source of water to the Gila River while other pressures on the River tend to 
dry it up.  While high tech alternatives consume energy this alternative creates habitat to 
consume green house gasses.   
 
Constructing a pipeline to Yuma to discharge the Valley’s brine into the ocean requires 
cooperation at the local, State, Federal and international level, but it may be the most 
environmentally friendly solution. 
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Introduction 
Reverse osmosis is a proven technology which can produce potable water from sea water, 
brackish sources or reclaimed water.   Some Arizona communities use RO to produce 
potable water from brackish water now.   In the future, more communities will be using 
RO to supplement their potable water supplies or to improve the quality of reclaimed 
water.  Brine management is the foil which is keeping some communities from fully 
utilizing their brackish water sources or reclaimed water. 
 
While the cost of RO produced water has continued to drop in the past decades, brine 
disposal can easily double the cost of constructing and operating an RO facility.  The 
challenges associated with brine management are exacerbated for inland RO facilities 
where there is not an ocean for relatively economical brine disposal.   
 
Central Arizona has many RO facilities in the conceptual, planning, design or 
construction stage.  The current economic slow down has pushed some of these projects 
farther into the future but most of them will eventually be constructed.   The Central 
Arizona Salinity Study (CASS) estimates that, in central Arizona, within the next 25 
years nearly 300 million gallons a day (mgd) of potable water will be produced from 
brackish water sources.  However, with that pure clean water comes a by product, a brine, 
which has very limited use and is difficult to manage.   
 
By the year 2020, the cities of Phoenix, Scottsdale and Goodyear alone may be producing 
52 mgd of potable water through RO processes and as a result produce 7.8 mgd of brine.   
And by the year 2035, these cities may produce over 200 mgd of potable water using RO 
and 30 mgd of brine.  This is an enormous amount of brine to manage.  Table 1 shows the 
RO facilities and size used for this paper.   Only the Bullard Water Campus and the 
Scottsdale Water Campus are operating, the other facilities may or may not be 
constructed.     
 
 

RO facilities considered in Strategic Alternatives paper (mgd) 
         

Location 2010 2020 2035 
  Size  Plant Concentrate Size Plant Concentrate Size Plant  Concentrate 

Bullard Water Campus  3.50 0.53 4.00 0.60 4.00 0.60 
Scottsdale Water Campus 24.00 3.60 24.00 3.60 24.00 3.60 

Cave Creek RP 0.00 0.00 13.00 1.95 20.00 3.00 
Rainbow Valley RO 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.75 60.00 9.00 

Western Canal Well Field 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.90 6.00 0.90 
Western Canal WTF 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 60.00 9.00 

Water Market (91st WWTP) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 4.50 

    4.13  7.80  30.60 

         
Table 1 
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Figure 1 shows the location of the RO Facilities operating and contemplated which would 
produce the quantity of brine used for this paper.    

 
Reverse Osmosis Facilities used for Strategic Alternatives Analysis 

Note: Facilities are in concept, planning, design, construction or operation 

 
Figure 1 

 
 
Sewer discharge is the number one method of brine disposal in the Phoenix metropolitan 
area currently and evaporation ponds are the next most popular method.  The quantities 
of brine which will be produced in the future almost certainly preclude these methods of 
brine disposal.   Ten square miles of valuable real estate would be needed to evaporate 30 
mgd of brine and if those quantities of brine were discharged into the sewer the regional 
wastewater treatment plants would have unacceptable rises in the salinity concentration 
in the effluent.  Clearly, if a portion of the potable water needs are to be met using RO, a 
sustainable solution to brine management needs to be discovered.   
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Methods 
Six regional brine management alternatives were developed through brain storming 
sessions during CASS meetings.   These alternatives were examined for cost, energy 
consumption, environmental acceptability and intangibles. 
 
The main tool used to compare the alternatives was cost, both capital and operational.  
Some of the design/cost analysis tools (models) developed in the CASS Phase II report 
were used to calculate the costs.  All the costs for each of the alternatives were developed 
using the same methods and tools so “apples can be compared to apples.”  The costs were 
calculated at a “planning level” and are accurate enough for comparison of the 
alternatives. 
 
Energy consumption of the alternatives was also examined.   Only the major energy 
consumption components of the alternatives were analyzed; such things as large pumps, 
brine concentrators, RO units, etc. were accounted for in the calculations.   Energy 
consumption could be higher by possible 5-15% for incidental energy use such as 
lighting, air conditioning, small pumps, etc. which were not accounted for in the 
calculations.  Although, for comparison purposes, it would seem they all would have 
about the same incidental energy use.    
 
Another, criterion used was: How well does the alternative remove the salts from the 
local environment and/or return the salts to the ocean where they belong?   This is a very 
narrow view of the environment but it does focus the discussion on the salts and 
removing the salts permanently from the local water cycle.  Other issues of 
environmental concern are addressed in the discussion portion of this paper if they were 
relevant.  
 
Each of the alternatives has unique factors which could make them very exciting or 
possibly make them very difficult to implement.   These factors, by definition, are not 
easy to compare but by discussing some of the unique factors of each alternative they 
shed light on the overall benefit or problems of a given alternative.    
 
This white paper uses the confluence of the Gila and Agua Fria Rivers as the beginning 
point for the cost calculations for all the Alternatives.   The additional costs of getting the 
brine from where it is produced to that location have been calculated.   Appendix B 
captures the costs of transporting the brine from the various advanced water treatment 
facilities to the collection point where the cost calculations for the alternatives begin.   
 
Alternative 1 - Pipe line to Yuma 
Most (70%) of the salt accumulating in the Phoenix metropolitan area comes from the 
Salt River and the Colorado River via the CAP.  The salts were bound for the ocean 
before the water was diverted for agricultural and municipal uses.  With the water, come 
the salts.  The best solution, environmentally, would be to have the salts continue their 
journey to the ocean.   The pipeline to Yuma alternative is a solution which transports the 
salts out of the local environment.  A pipeline from the Phoenix metropolitan area to 
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Yuma would be approximately 174 miles in length and would be down gradient almost 
the entire length.  This is a low technology simple solution.    
 
Once the brine was delivered to Yuma, a couple of environmentally beneficial options are 
possible.  One option would be to release it down the Santa Clara Slough to the Cienega 
de Santa Clara.  The Ciénega de Santa Clara is an open water wetland that covers more 
than 40,000 acres. The Ciénega is by far the largest wetland in the Colorado River delta, 
and functions as an essential component of the ecosystem.  This option would insure a 
constant source of water to the Cienega.    
 
A second option would be to build a pipeline to the dying Salton Sea and use the 
relatively low TDS brine (4000-8000 mg/L) to “freshen up” the highly saline Salton Sea 
(40,000 mg/L).   The Salton Sea is one of the few remaining stopovers for migrating birds 
in southern California.   Millions of dollars have been spent trying to figure out how to 
save the Salton Sea, the pipeline to Yuma with this option could be the solution.    
 
Alternative 2 - Pipe line to Evaporative Ponds in Desert  
Evaporation ponds are a low tech, low energy, proven solution to brine management.  
The biggest drawback for the technology is the cost of land in an urban environment.  
Not only does one pay for high land prices but there are future tax revenues that are lost if 
this land could otherwise be developed into commercial, industrial or residential uses.    
 
This strategy bypasses that problem by constructing a pipeline to transport brine out of 
the Phoenix metropolitan area south to a series of very large evaporation ponds east of 
Gila Bend.   The evaporation ponds would be constructed in open desert areas where land 
prices are much lower and where development would not take place for many years.   
 
Alternative 3 - Brine Concentrator/Evaporation Ponds 
This strategy envisions building a pipeline, approximately 28 miles in length, from the 
Phoenix metropolitan area to near the Palo Verde Nuclear Power Plant.  Enough land 
would be secured to construct a brine concentrator facility and evaporation pond.   
 
While the previous two strategies discard the water with the salts, the brine 
concentrator/evaporation ponds alternative allows the recovery of additional water from 
the brine.  The brine concentrator extracts water using thermal energy.   The remaining 
brine would be evaporated in a pond.   Approximately, 94% of the water would be 
recovered from the brine using brine concentrators leaving 6% of the brine to be 
evaporated.  The size of an evaporation pond can be reduced by a factor of 16 by 
processing the brine through the brine concentrator.    
 
But brine concentrators use enormous amounts of energy and are most commonly found 
at power plants processing blow down water and using “inside the wire” electrical costs.  
Being near the nuclear power plant, possibly an agreement could be arranged where 
lower electrical rates are secured in exchange for a steady supply of high quality water 
extracted from the brine.  This is a symbiotic relationship where the nuclear power plant 
gets much needed good quality water for its cooling towers and the owners of the brine 
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get subsidized power to operate the brine concentrators at a lower cost.  This would be a 
win-win situation. 
 
Alternative 4 - Softening/2nd RO/VSEP/Evaporation pond 
This strategy would extract additional water from the brine and leave a small portion of 
the brine to be processed in an evaporation pond.   A pipeline, approximately 28 miles in 
length, would be constructed from the Phoenix metropolitan area to near the Palo Verde 
Nuclear Power station to transport the brine to that location.  At that location land would 
be purchased and a water softening facility, a RO facility, and a Vibratory Shear 
Enhanced Processing (VSEP) facility and evaporation ponds would be constructed. The 
softening facility would first soften the brine by removing calcium, magnesium and other 
select ions through chemical reactions.  This softened brine would then be processed 
through a Reverse Osmosis facility to extract additional water from the brine.  The brine 
from the RO would then be processed by the VSEP which would extract even more water 
and further concentrate the brine.  The final fraction of extremely concentrated brine 
would then be evaporated in a pond.   
 
Similar to the brine concentrator strategy, an agreement could be arranged with the Palo 
Verde Nuclear Power Plant where lower electrical rates are secured in exchange for a 
steady supply of high quality water extracted from the brine.  This is also a symbiotic 
relationship where the nuclear power plant gets much needed good quality water for 
cooling and the owners of the brine gets subsidized power to operate the Softening/2nd 
RO/VSEP facility. 
 
Alternative 5 - Wetlands with Surface Discharge to Gila River  
This strategy is a very low tech approach to brine management.  Brine would be treated 
through a series of wetlands specifically designed to remove heavy metals and other 
hazardous ions from the brine.  The brine would then be blended with effluent or other 
waters in mixing ponds to reduce the TDS to the same level or lower then the Gila River 
(approximately 3200 mg/L TDS in the lower reaches).  From the mixing ponds the 
brine/effluent blend would be surface discharged to the Gila River.   
 
This strategy has many benefits to society and the environment.  First none of the brine is 
wasted, it is used to support and/or create wetlands environment.  Second, a minimal 
amount of energy is expended managing the brine.   Third, this strategy supplies water to 
the Gila River when other factors are putting pressure to dry up the River.  Finally, this 
strategy is relatively inexpensive compared to other strategies. 
 
Alternative 6 - Pipeline to Deep Well Injection Site 
Injection wells are a proven technology for brine management.  They are being used 
mainly in Texas and Florida.  With the right geology they are cost effective, 
environmentally sound and have a small footprint.   This strategy envisions a pipeline to a 
location where a deep well would be constructed.  The brine would then be pumped 
underground into a geological formation which is isolated from drinking water aquifers.    
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Figure 2 shows the Alternative’s approximate locations and relative pipeline lengths.  
 

 
Figure 2 

Alternative 1 - Pipeline to Yuma 
Alternative 2 - Pipeline to Evaporative Ponds in Desert 
Alternative 3 - Brine Concentrator/Evaporation pond 
Alternative 4 - Softening/2nd RO/VSEP/Evaporation pond 
Alternative 5 - Wetlands with Surface Discharge to Gila River 
Alternative 6 - Pipeline to Deep Well Injection Site (not shown) 
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A deep injection well requires, among other things, that the receiving aquifer be above 
10,000 mg/L TDS and that the receiving aquifer be isolated by geological formations 
from other drinking water aquifers.  As of the writing of this report, no location in central 
Arizona has been identified where the geology meets the criteria for a deep injection 
well.  An early investigation by a local consulting firm states that a location south of the 
Sierra Estrella Mountains may possibly have the geological characteristics needed for a 
deep injection well.  An exploratory drill hole would be needed to confirm the site’s 
suitability.  
 
Since no suitable site has been located in central Arizona, an arbitrary pipeline of 50 
miles was selected and the pumps and pressures were modeled after a deep well injection 
site in the Brazos River Basin, Texas to carry out the economics of the alternative.   
 
Each alternative was evaluated at two sizes, 10 mgd representing the year 2020 brine 
production and 30 mgd representing the 2035 brine production.  Costs and energy 
consumption were calculated for each alternative at both sizes.   The project life for all 
alternatives was considered to be 50 years.  The interest rate used was 4.875% which is 
Reclamation’s construction interest rate for 2008.  This information and the detailed cost 
estimates are in Appendix A. 
 
Results 
Table 2 shows the capital costs, O&M costs and annualized costs for the 10 mgd sized 
alternatives.   Evaporation ponds have by far the most expensive upfront capital costs; 
while the brine concentrator alternative consumes tremendous energy and thus has high 
O&M costs.   On an annualized basis, these two alternatives would be the most expensive 
to implement.   The other four alternatives group together in a lower cost bracket. 
 

Alternative Comparison 10 mgd (millions of dollars) 
 

10 MGD Pipeline to 
Yuma 

Evaporation 
Pond 

Brine 
Concentrator 

Soften/ RO/ 
VSEP 

Wetlands 
Surface 
Discharge 

Injection 
Well  

Capital   $266.11  $651.69 $272.71  $286.56 $150.22 $ 114.46 
O&M    $   0.62  $    3.50 $  29.75  $    6.90 $    1.75 $   11.31 
Annualized    $ 14.92  $  40.26 $  44.40  $  22.30 $  10.37 $   17.46 

Table 2 
 
 

Table 3 shows the annual energy consumed, the cost of that energy and the amount of 
water recovered by the 10 mgd alternatives.    Water recovered from the brine is an 
attractive feature of the Softening/RO/VSEP and the Brine Concentrator alternatives.   
But the brine concentrator energy costs are prohibitive. 
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Alternative Comparison - Annual Energy & Water Recovered 

 

10 MGD Pipeline to 
Yuma **** 

Evaporation 
Pond 

Brine 
Concentrator 

Soften/RO 
VSEP 

Wetlands 
Surface 

Discharge 

Injection 
Well 

Energy* (kilowatt-hours) minimal 1,146,000 310,250,000 68,135,000 minimal 143,769,000 

Energy Cost** minimal $88,000  $23,889,000  $662,000  minimal $11,070,000 

Water Recovered*** (af) 0 0 10,528 9,238 0 0 

Table 3 
Notes:  *         Kilowatt-hours of energy required (annual) 
 **       $.077 per kilowatt-hour 
 ***    Acre-feet of water recovered from the brine by this alternative (annual) 
 ****  Does not include the pipeline to Salton Sea Option which would require energy for pumping 

 
 

Table 4 shows the capital costs, O&M costs and annualized costs for the 30 mgd sized 
alternatives.  The results are similar to the 10 mgd sized alternatives.  If anything the 
brine concentrator alternative moved farther out of competition because of energy costs.  
The Wetlands Surface Discharge alternative remained the lowest cost alternative.    

 
Alternative Comparison 30 mgd (millions of dollars) 

 

30 MGD Pipeline to 
Yuma 

Evaporation 
Pond 

Brine 
Concentrator 

Soften/ 2nd 
RO/ VSEP 

Wetlands 
Surface 
Discharge 

Injection  
Well 

Capital $580.25 $1,837.74   $724.78 $718.94 $399.75 $204.98 
O&M $    1.41 $     10.22   $  88.69 $  20.01 $    5.14 $  33.60 
Annualized $  32.58 $   114.22   $125.63 $  58.66 $  26.62 $  44.62 

Table 4 
 
 
Table 5 shows the annual energy consumed, the cost of that energy and the amount of 
water recovered by the 30 mgd alternatives.    
 

Alternative Comparison - Annual Energy & Water Recovered 
 

30 MGD Pipeline to 
Yuma****  

Evaporation 
Pond 

Brine 
Concentrator 

Soften/RO 
VSEP 

Wetlands 
Surface 

Discharge 

Injection 
Well 

Energy* (kilowatt-hours) minimal 3,438,000 930,750,000 204,405,000 minimal 431,307,000 

Energy Cost** minimal $265,000  $71,668,000  $1,985,000  minimal $33,210,000 

Water Recovered*** (af) 0 0 31,583 27,719 0 0 

Table 5 
Notes:  *        Kilowatt-hours of energy required (annual) 
 **      $.077 per kilowatt-hour 
 
    ****  Does not include the pipeline to Salton Sea Option which would require pumping 

***    Acre-feet of water recovered from the brine by this alternative (annual) 
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Table 6 compares the alternatives on two environmental issues:  Does the alternative 
remove the salts from the local environment?   Does the alternative use the brine in a 
beneficial manner? 
 

Alternative Comparison of Environmental Aspects 
 

 Pipeline to 
Yuma 

Evaporation 
Pond 

Brine 
Concentrator 

Soften/ RO/ 
VSEP 

Wetlands 
Surface 
Discharge 

Injection 
Well  

Remove Salts 
from Local 

Environment 
Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

 
Beneficial use 

of Brine 
Yes No Yes Yes Yes No 

Table 6 
 
 
Discussion 
Alternative 1 - Pipeline to Yuma 
The Pipeline to Yuma was first proposed in 1999 during the Tucson RO study.  It even 
has a name, CASI or the Central Arizona Salinity Interceptor.  A pipeline all the way to 
Yuma, sounds outrageous to new comers dealing with inland brine management, but it 
compares very well financially with the other alternatives.  This alternative lands in the 
midrange of costs, and most of the costs are tied up in the 178 mile pipeline that would be 
built.  Since it is down gradient to Yuma, the energy consumption would be minimal.  
Maintenance costs would be low because of the limited need for high technology 
apparatus to operate and maintain.    
 
This alternative has some unique opportunities to improve the environment while solving 
Arizona’s brine problem.   First, it removes the salts from the local environment.  There 
are two options beneficial to the environment once the brine reaches Yuma.  The brine 
could be used to support habitat at either the Ciénega de Santa Clara or the Salton Sea. 
 
From Yuma, if the brine was diverted to the Ciénega de Santa Clara, the additional costs 
would be minimal.  Possibly, the slough would have to be rebuilt or expanded.  Those 
costs were not examined.   
 
From Yuma, if the brine was sent to the Salton Sea there, there would be significant 
additional costs.  These costs would be for the pipeline and a pumping facility.  The 
capital and O&M costs of a pipeline to the Salton Sea for the 10 mgd option are about 
$9.5 million annualized and for the 30 mgd they are about $15.7 million annualized.  The 
aforementioned additional costs might be borne by California stakeholders interested in 
using the brine for restoration of the Salton Sea. 
 
There are issues which would need to be addressed in getting this alternative in place.  
The first issue would be either to convince Mexico or California to accept the brine and 
believe it would be beneficial for them to do so.   This could be problematic because by 
regulation RO brine is considered “industrial waste” which has negative environmental 

10 



 

connotations.   The brine may contain constituents (arsenic, selenium, etc.) above the 
legal limit for discharge which would make it unusable for the Salton Sea or the Ciénega 
de Santa Clara.    
 
Dealing with Mexico would require the Federal Government to be involved.  
International negotiations with Mexico would take time and Mexico may want 
compensation for accepting “industrial waste” from the U.S.A.   On the other hand, 
Mexico may see the value in a continuous supply of water for their Ciénega de Santa 
Clara. 
 
Negotiating with Mexico may be easier then negotiating with California considering the 
acrimonious water conflicts between California and Arizona in the past.   The Salton Sea 
would be receiving water which would be four times better quality but California 
Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) would have to approve discharging the 
brine into the Salton Sea.   That may or may not prove difficult depending on how they 
view the discharge.  Cal/EPA would have to decide if the brine is to be treated as a 
regulated industrial waste or a beneficial water which would improve the Salton Sea.   
 
Alternative 2 - Pipeline to Evaporation Pond in Desert 
This option tends to be on the high end of the costs.  The capital costs for this alternative 
are the highest of the alternatives considered.   The capital costs explode for this option as 
the size of the evaporation ponds increase.   Dr. Mike Mickley’s research indicates that, 
“construction costs for evaporation ponds have little economy of scale and typically 
become excessive for all but the smallest plants.”1    Capital costs for the 30 mgd option 
are $1,838 million, which is more than double the next highest alternative.   
 
The high capital costs are somewhat off set by the low O&M costs.   Maintaining 
evaporation ponds is relatively easy and it does not take specialized skills to operate this 
alternative.  An evaporation pond is a simple reliable technology that works very well in 
central Arizona.  On the down side, the brine is not used in a beneficial manner as no 
water is recovered from the brine but only evaporated away.   
 
Environmentally, this project removes the salts from the local environment and places 
them in a pond approximately 45 miles to the south.  At the end of the lifetime of the 
ponds the salts would be sequestered in place or moved to a land fill.  But, there would be 
approximately 11 square miles of ponds for the 30 mgd alternative.  If selenium or other 
toxic metals were concentrated in the evaporation ponds, there is some concern that these 
ponds would be hazardous to water fowl which would be attracted to them.    
 
Alternative 3 - Brine Concentrator/Evaporation Ponds 
Brine concentrators are a proven technology and are used at power plants which must 
employ ZLD techniques.  They require specialized and highly trained personnel to 
operate and maintain them.    
 
This is the most expensive alternative examined.  Capital costs for the construction of the 
brine concentrators are high.  Also, high energy usage and therefore costs add to the 
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overall cost of this alternative.  The annual cost for this alternative is nearly twice the cost 
of the next highest alternative examined. 
 
Energy consumption is the major problem with this alternative.  Brine concentrator 
energy consumption can range from 60 to100 kilowatts per hour per 1,000 gallons of 
brine.  Using $.077 per kW/hr, the cost ranges from $4,600 to $7,700 per day to process 1 
mgd of brine.  Although, some of the cost could be defrayed by trading the high quality 
water recovered from the brine for a special deal on energy costs.        
 
This alternative removes the salts from the local environment and will ultimately 
sequester them either in a land fill or in the closed and sealed evaporation pond.  But, 
new electrical energy sources are already needed to meet the projected population growth 
in central Arizona without this project.  Environmentalist groups may oppose the project 
because of the amount of energy required.  This alternative is not attractive either 
financially or energy wise.  
 
Alternative 4 - Softening/2nd RO/VSEP/Evaporation pond 
This alternative is surprising because even with all the high technology processes in this 
alternative, it still falls right in the mid-range of the annualized costs.  The big plus for 
this alternative is the recovery of the additional water from the brine.  Approximately, 
82% of the water would be recovered from the brine sent to the facility with this 
alternative.  This recovery is achieved with a 65% recovery by the secondary RO and 
then another 50% recovery with the VSEP. 
 
Environmentally, this alternative removes the salts from the local environment.  The salts 
would be isolated either at a lined land fill or sealed in the lined evaporation ponds when 
the ponds useful life is at an end.    
 
This alternative would require numerous highly skilled and trained operators to handle 
the equipment and operation at the different facilities.   
 
The VSEP technology has only been used on small industrial water streams at the writing 
of this paper.  It has never been used for a large scale municipal application.  There is 
concern about the amount of maintenance (costs) required to keep a very large VSEP 
facility operating.   The VSEP technology is proprietary and the company which owns 
the rights is not large.  All replacement membranes must be purchased through that 
company.   Currently, Reclamation and others are testing a small VSEP unit in Tucson, 
AZ.   
 
The Palo Verde Nuclear Power Plant has the largest lime softening facility in the United 
States and seems to be able to handle all the complexities of the process.  This alternative 
would have a softening facility similar in size and scope.  The process produces a sludge 
which creates another management issue.  The easiest method, but not the least 
expensive, would be to truck the sludge to a land fill.  Another option would be to 
purchase additional land and create a local landfill for the sludge on site.   
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Alternative 5 - Wetlands with Surface Discharge to Gila River  
The lowest annualized costs, and therefore, the least expensive alternative is the 
“Wetlands with Surface Discharge to the Gila River.”  Upfront capital costs were second 
lowest and O&M costs are reasonable.   One of the reasons capital costs were low is 
because the site was the closest to the brine collection point, reducing pipeline costs 
significantly.   The wetlands take up significantly less land than evaporation ponds 
reducing land acquisition costs.   O&M costs are midrange, low energy consumption and 
the lack of high technology machinery drive O&M down but the replacement of the 
wetlands as they become saturated with heavy metals drives the O&M up.  Financially, 
this alternative is quite attractive but it also has the most risk.   A pilot project is under 
way to test if this alternative is feasible.    
 
This alternative removes the heavy metals and other ions from the brine and from the 
environment.  The contaminants which are monitored by Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality (ADEQ) are contained in the wetlands and ultimately end up in a 
landfill, but the vast majority of the salts are not removed by the wetlands.   The brine 
will be high in TDS when it leaves the wetlands.   Blending with effluent or other water 
source will lower the TDS to match the Gila River’s TDS.   The salts will travel with the 
brine/effluent blend into the Gila River.  From this point, the Gila River water is used two 
more times by the farms using the Arlington Canal and Paloma Irrigation and Drainage 
District.   As these agricultural entities use the water, the salts would end up first in the 
root zone and then eventually be leached down into the aquifer.  The receiving aquifers to 
the southwest of the Phoenix metropolitan area are already high in TDS.   
 
This alternative has many benefits. The biggest benefit is to the environment along the 
Gila River southwest of Phoenix.   Pressures on the Gila River in this area are making it 
likely that the River will “dry up” within the next 50 years.  First, the farmers, whose 
irrigation practices contribute much of the water to the Gila River, are selling their land to 
developers.  When all the farming is gone, the large amounts of water being delivered to 
this area of the Valley will be extremely slowed.   Secondly, the City of Phoenix will 
continue to put effluent into the River but only enough to supply Tres Rios Wetlands 
(28,000 ac-ft/annually).  According to the Agua Fria Linear Recharge Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), the rest of the 91st Ave. WWTP effluent will be 
diverted to the Agua Fria Recharge Project or other uses.   Finally, the Luke cone of 
depression to the north will influence the direction of the groundwater flow.   
Traditionally, the groundwater flowed out of the Valley to the southwest.  According to 
groundwater modeling, in the future, the natural flow of groundwater will change from 
flowing in the natural southwest direction and move in a northern direction towards the 
Luke cone of depression8.   All these pressures will act on the Gila River in this area and 
will affect the amount of water in the River.  This alternative would supply a continuous 
source of water for the Gila River and its habitat.  
 
This alternative is very green, in that it does not use much energy, it contributes water to 
enhance the environment and it uses the concentrate in a beneficial manner.    But there is 
a major concern, the brine/effluent blend may not be able to pass the whole effluent 
toxicity (WET) test because of high chlorides.   If this is the case then rule R18-11-106 
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Net Ecological Benefit would have to be invoked.  The implementation of this rule would 
take close cooperation with ADEQ.   A wetlands pilot project is under way testing the 
concept, the capabilities of removing toxic ions and if the brine/effluent blend can pass 
the WET test.   
 
Alternative 6 - Deep Well Injection Site 
Deep well injection is a proven technology which has been put to good use in Florida and 
Texas disposing of RO brine.   This alternative has the lowest upfront capital costs.   The 
low capital outlay is offset by high energy costs.  Pumping large amounts of brine into 
pressurized holes consumes large amounts of energy and therefore money.  The pipeline 
to deep well injection alternative fell right into the mid-range of annualized costs.     
 
O&M costs are highly dependent on the pressure needed to inject the brine into the 
receiving aquifer.  The costs could be much higher or much lower then the costs 
portrayed in this document depending on the geological conditions if a suitable location 
is found.    
 
Although, the brine is sequestered away from the environment, none of the water in the 
brine is reused in any manner. 
 
The biggest intangible is that a site has not been identified in central Arizona after a fair 
amount of research has been done.   If a suitable location is found close to the Phoenix 
metropolitan area this alternative would be a leading candidate for the best alternative. 
 
Environment 
Are the salts removed from the local environment?   All of the alternatives do that except 
the Wetlands Surface Discharge alternative.   Only the Pipeline to Yuma returns the salts 
to the sea where those salts were supposed to go before intercepted by man and diverted 
with the water via the CAP or SRP to the Phoenix metropolitan area.  Three of the 
alternatives use evaporation ponds as the ending location of the salts.   When the 
evaporation ponds useful life is over the salts will either be sequestered in place or moved 
to a lined land fill.   The injection well puts the salts deep under the ground where they 
are isolated from drinking water aquifers.   In the Wetlands Surface Discharge 
alternative, the salts would be moved out of the Phoenix metropolitan area to brackish 
groundwater located beneath the agricultural lands to the southwest of the Phoenix 
metropolitan area.    
 
Is the brine put to beneficial use?  There are two options for the final disposal of the brine 
in the Pipe line to Yuma alternative.  The brine will be used to “sweeten up” the Salton 
Sea or send it down to the Ciénega de Santa Clara.  Either way the brine is beneficially 
used.  The Brine Concentrator and the Softening/RO/VSEP alternative recover water 
from the brine so that is considered a beneficial use.   The Wetlands Surface Discharge 
alternative uses the brine to create or support existing wetland habitat.   Only the 
Injection Well and Evaporation Pond do not use the brine in any beneficial manner.     
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Conclusion 
In conclusion, numerous large and small RO facilities are in the design, planning or 
conception phase in the Valley.  The large amount of brine produced from these facilities 
will be difficult to manage by the current methods employed in the local area, 
evaporation ponds and sewer disposal.  A good solution to brine management could be 
the key to whether these RO facilities are constructed or not.  A solution where the brine 
is moved out of the Valley to a regional processing center may be cost effective if several 
cities cooperated in the endeavor.   A regional solution would also open up opportunities 
for other RO facilities to tag-along creating a synergy where more brackish water is 
treated through advanced water treatment techniques because there is a readily available 
solution to the vexing question; “What do we do with the brine?” 
 
The size of the project, whether it was the 10 mgd or 30 mgd, did not change the relative 
ranking for the alternatives.  Tripling the size of the projects did not make an alternative 
significantly better or worse relative to the other alternatives.  Although, low energy 
alternatives are more attractive at the larger scale because the demand for energy in 
Arizona will continue to grow.  
 
Several alternatives just don’t seem worth pursuing.   The brine concentrator concept just 
uses too much energy and money.   Giant evaporation ponds are too capital intensive and 
all the water within the brine is wasted away.  Giant evaporation ponds may create 
environmental hazards because of selenium, arsenic or other toxic ions concentrating in 
the ponds.  While, deep well injection has some advantages as a disposal method, the 
right geology has not been located in central Arizona which would allow this alternative 
to be implemented.     
 
The two alternatives which seem to have the most to offer are the “Softening/2nd 
RO/VSEP/Evaporation pond” and the “Wetland with Surface Discharge” on a local scale 
but possibly difficult to implement on the regional scale.   
 
The “Softening/2nd RO/VSEP/Evaporation pond” alternative is relatively cost effective 
and also recovers much of the water from the brine which otherwise would be wasted.   
This alternative should be examined at many different magnitudes.  It could be 
implemented as a zero liquid discharge (ZLD) brine management technique at a single 
RO facility which had sufficient space.   It could be implemented by one or two cities 
working together which had two or three RO facilities located relatively close together.  
Or as this paper proposed, a regional solution could be implemented where several cities 
with several RO facilities worked together.    
 
Further refinement to the concept should be examined.  Because VSEP is a proprietary 
technology and maintenance costs of a large VSEP facility is suspect, other high 
technology systems could be examined.  There are various different “chains of 
technologies” which could be linked together such as the HERO process, EDR, 
DewVaporation, etc.   These “chains of technologies” would recover additional water 
from the brine and could be cost effective and environmentally friendly.   Further 
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research on high tech alternatives should be pursued through additional literature review 
and research in pilot or demonstration scale projects.          
  
The “Wetlands with Surface Discharge” is attractive for different reasons.  It has the 
lowest annualized costs of all the alternatives examined.   Energy requirements are 
minimal.  It supports habitat along the Gila River when other forces are acting on the 
River to dry it up.  But there are a few environmental issues which need to be addressed.  
The first is that the Net Ecological Benefits rule would have to be successfully argued 
and accepted by ADEQ.  The second is that while the regulated ions are sequestered from 
the environment, the majority of the salts are just moved further downstream.    
 
While many engineers are looking for high tech, high energy solutions this alternative 
offers a low tech, low energy, green solution which would reduce the carbon foot print of 
brine management.  If the regulatory hurdles can be over come this alternative offers a 
nifty method of brine management while keeping the Gila River habitat alive.   At the 
small scale, this idea works well for West Valley communities.   
 
The pipeline to Yuma is attractive.  There are no engineering or economic reasons not to 
consider this alternative.  This is a low tech engineering project and the costs are 
reasonable compared to the other alternatives and it does not consume lots of energy.  It 
is the best solution environmentally, as it returns the salts to the ocean or supports the 
Salton Sea.    
 
If California sees the possibility for a win-win situation, it may be possible to trade brine 
for a lesser amount of Colorado River water.  California would get an abundance of water 
to improve the quality of the Salton Sea and Arizona would solve its brine disposal issues 
and get a lesser amount of potable water for its growing demands.  
 
Or the brine could be discharged into the Sea of Cortez.  In this option, the brine would 
support the Ciénega de Santa Clara wetlands before it eventually ends up in the ocean.  
Of all the ideas presented, this one is the only alternative where the salts end up where 
nature intended them to be.   
 
All the alternatives can be implemented at a local level by individual cities or water 
providers on a smaller scale, except for the Pipeline to Yuma.  The Pipeline to Yuma 
requires the Valley to work together for a regional solution. 
 
High tech or low tech…regional solution or each city on their own…is there a solution 
for the Valley’s looming brine management challenges? 
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Cost Analysis Data 
 
 
Two different concentrate volumes were examined; the year 2020 volume of 10 mgd and 
the year 2035 volume of 30 mgd.  The cost estimates are considered “planning level.”  
The estimates give an order of magnitude and do not give construction costs.  Tools 
developed during CASS Phase II were used for estimates of the RO facilities, pipelines 
and evaporation ponds.  Other costs were fond on the Web, by direct contact and other 
listed sources including Mike Mickley’s Report #69.  All costs are in 2008 dollars. 
 
Evaporation ponds CASS II “Design&BuildROwithEvapPonds” Excel spread sheet* 
RO & MF facilities CASS II “Design&BuildROwithEvapPonds” Excel spread sheet* 
Pipelines   CASS II “Design&BuildROwithEvapPonds” Excel spread sheet* 
Wetlands  CH2MHill Technical Memorandum** 
Brine Concentrator Report No. 69, Mike Mickley*** 
Lime Softening  PBS&J, 1991 Water Supply Cost Estimates**** 
Deep Well Disposal PBS&J, 1991 Water Supply Cost Estimates**** 
VSEP   Personal E-Mail, Josh Miller sales, New Logic Research, Inc. 
O&M Costs: 
 Pump Plant 3% of plant cost + electricity 
 Concentrator 6% of plant cost + electricity 
 Pipe line 0.5% of pipeline cost 
 Evap pond 0.5% of pond cost + replacement  
 Soften Plant 3% of plant cost + chemicals 
 RO/MF CASS II “Design&BuildROwithEvapPonds” Excel spread sheet* 
 
Electricity  $.077 kilowatt/hr 
Chemicals 
 Lime Ca(OH)2 $150.00 ton (www.exporters.sg) 
 Soda Na2CO3 $150.00 ton  estimated 
Removal & hauling $9.62 ton 
Land Costs  CASS II “Design&BuildROwithEvapPonds” Excel spread sheet* 
Interest Rate  4.875% Reclamations construction interest rate for 2008 
Cost Index  Reclamation Construction Cost Trends (composite rate1stQtr/2008) 
 
 
* Information for spread sheet came from; “Membrane Concentrate Disposal: Practices and Regulation - Program 
Report No. 69”, Michael Mickley, September 2001 and “Reverse Osmosis Treatment of Central Arizona Project Water 
for the City of Tucson”, Reclamation, January 2004  
 
** “Preliminary Analysis of a Conceptual Wetland System for Managing Membran Concentrate”, CH2M Hill, March 
2008 
 
*** “Membrane Concentrate Disposal: Practices and Regulation - Program Report No. 69”, Michael Mickley, 
September 2001 
 
**** UEC Water Supply Plan – Support Document, Chapter 9 Water Quality and Treatment, 2004 
 
***** Land Costs research done by Steve Augustine, Economist, Reclamation 

http://www.exporters.sg/


Regional Plan 1. Pipeline to Yuma 

Length of Pipe (miles)
Farm land 71
West desert 69
Canal ROW 34
Towns 4
Total 178

10 MGD pipeline to Yuma
Concentrate 

10 mgd
Miles of 24" 

pipeline Cost per mile Cost
congested 4 $835,392 $3,341,568
uncongested 174 $694,624 $120,864,576
 Capital Costs $124,206,144
NEPA 10% $12,420,614
Engineering 20% $24,841,229
Mobilization 5% $6,210,307
Construction Management 25% $31,051,536

Contingencies 40% $49,682,458
Total Pipeline Costs $248,412,288

Easement feet acres cost per acre total cost
Farm land 373,771 429 $24,770 $10,626,886
West Desert 363,211 417 $2,477 $1,032,665
Canal ROW 179,890 206 $24,770 $5,114,536
Towns 21,120 24 $38,107 $923,806

Total easement $17,697,894

Total Capital Costs $266,110,182  

O&M $621,031

Interest Rate 4.875%
Years 50
Annualized Capital (14,296,046)$           
Annual O&M (621,031)$                
Annualized Costs (14,917,077)$           



Regional Plan 1. Pipeline to Yuma 

30 MGD pipeline to Yuma
Concentrate 

30 mgd
Miles of 42" 

pipeline Cost per mile Cost
congested 4 $1,880,691 $7,522,766
uncongested 174 $1,573,294 $273,753,178
 Capital Costs $281,275,944
NEPA 10% $28,127,594
Engineering 20% $56,255,189
Mobilization 5% $14,063,797
Construction Management 25% $70,318,986
Contingencies 40% $112,510,378
Total Pipeline Costs $562,551,888

Easement feet acres cost per acre cost  
Farm land 373,771 429 $24,770 $10,626,886
West Desert 363,211 417 $2,477 $1,032,665
Canal ROW 179,890 206 $24,770 $5,114,536
Towns 21,120 24 $38,107 $923,806

Total easement $17,697,894

Total Capital Costs $580,249,781  

O&M $1,406,380

Interest Rate 4.875%
Years 50
Annualized Capital (31,172,342)$           
Annual O&M (1,406,380)$             
Annualized Costs (32,578,722)$           



10 MGD Evap Pond
Concentrate 
10 mgd

Miles of 24" 
pipeline Cost per mile

uncongested 45 $943,976 $42,478,929  

Pumping Plant Lump Sum $1,100,000

Easement feet acres cost per acre total cost  
Farm land 83,107 95 $24,770 $2,362,865
West Desert 153,384 176 $2,477 $436,094

easement $2,798,959  Note: easement is assumed to be 50 feet wide

Evaporation Ponds
Size (miles2) Total Land  

3.63 4.94

acre liner* *Liner thickness is 120 mill
Land cost $16,195 $51,170,440
Earthwork $12,385 $39,130,336

Liner $0.0136 $165,031,550  
Other** $25,533,233 **Monitoring wells, etc.

Sub-total Evap Ponds $280,865,559

Sub-total pipe, pump & ponds $324,444,488

NEPA 10% $32,444,449
Engineering 20% $64,888,898
Mobilization 5% $16,222,224
Construction Management 25% $81,111,122
Contingencies 40% $129,777,795
Total pipe, pump & ponds $648,888,976

Energy Costs  
Flow (gal/d) Head (ft) Q (gpm) Horse Power Kilowatts Cost kw-hr Yearly cost 
10,000,000 100 6944 175 131 0.077 $88,242

Total Capital Costs $651,687,935

Annualized replacement liner*** $1,758,919 ***Liner is replaced after 25 years
O&M $3,496,884

Interest Rate 4.875%
Years 50
Annualized Capital (35,010,163)$           
Annual O&M (5,255,803)$             
Annualized Costs (40,265,966)$           

Regional Plan 2. Evaporation Ponds East of Gila Bend



30 MGD Evap Pond
Concentrate 
30 mgd

Miles of 42" 
pipeline Cost per mile

uncongested 45 $1,573,294 $70,798,236

Pumping Plant Lump Sum $3,300,000

Easement feet acres cost per acre total cost
Farm land 83,107 95 $24,770 $2,362,865
West Desert 153,384 176 $2,477 $436,094

easement $2,798,959  Note: easement is assumed to be 50 feet wide

Evaporation Ponds
Size (miles2) Total Land  

10.90 14.82

acre liner* *Liner thickness is 120 mill
Land cost $16,195 $153,652,285
Earthwork $12,385 $117,498,806

Liner $0.0136 $495,549,282
Other** $76,670,037 **Monitoring wells, etc.

Sub-total Evap Ponds $843,370,411

Sub-total pipe, pump & ponds $917,468,647

NEPA 10% $91,746,865
Engineering 20% $183,493,729
Mobilization 5% $45,873,432
Construction Management 25% $229,367,162
Contingencies 40% $366,987,459
Total pipe, pump & ponds $1,834,937,294

Energy Costs  
Flow (gal/d) Head (ft) Q (gpm) Horse Power Kilowatts Cost kw-hr Yearly cost 
30,000,000 100 20833 526 392 0.077 $264,726

Total Capital Costs $1,837,736,253

Annualized replacement liner*** $5,281,604 ***Liner is replaced after 25 years
O&M $10,216,174

Interest Rate 4.875%
Years 50
Annualized Capital (98,727,385)$           
Annual O&M (15,497,778)$           
Annualized Costs (114,225,163)$         

Regional Plan 2. Evaporation Ponds East of Gila Bend



Regional Plan 3. Brine Concentrator/Evaporation Pond

10 MGD pipeline to Brine Concentrator
Concentrate 
10 mgd

Miles of 24" 
pipeline Cost per mile

uncongested 28.11 $943,976 $26,535,171
Pipeline costs $26,535,171  

Brine Concentrator Costs
3 mgd 2001* 3 mgd 2008 # of BC's** 10 mgd
$20,000,000 $27,179,487 10 $90,598,291

Brine Concentrator Costs $90,598,291

land acres cost per acre total cost
BC Facilities 30 $16,195 $485,864

Evaporation Ponds
Size (acres2) Total Land  

140 190

acre liner*** ***Liner thickness is 120 mill
Land cost $16,195 $3,083,618
Earthwork $12,385 $1,733,868

Liner $0.0136 $9,945,083  
Other**** $1,476,257 ****Monitoring wells, etc.

Sub-total Evap Ponds $16,238,826

Easement feet acres cost per acre total cost
Farm land 108,293 124 $38,107 $4,736,815
West Desert 40,128 46 $16,195 $745,973

easement $5,482,788  Note: easement is assumed to be 50 feet wide

Sub-total Pipe, BC & Pond $133,372,288

NEPA 10% $13,337,229
Engineering 20% $26,674,458
Mobilization 5% $6,668,614
Construction Management 25% $33,343,072
Contingencies 40% $53,348,915
Total Pipe, BC & Pond $267,230,441

Total Capital Costs $272,713,229

Energy Costs

Day (kw-hrs) electricity (kw-hr) Daily Cost Yearly cost
850,000 0.077 $65,450 $23,889,250

Annualized replacement liner*** $105,995 ***Liner is replaced after 25 years
O&M $5,755,762

Total O&M $29,751,007

Interest Rate 4.875%
Years 50
Annualized Capital (14,650,777)$           
Annual O&M (29,751,007)$           
Annualized Costs (44,401,784)$           

* Mike Mickly's Report No. 69

*85 kw-hr per 1000 gal of feed water

**Each BC is 700 gpm or 1mgd



Regional Plan 3. Brine Concentrator/Evaporation Pond

30 MGD pipeline to Brine Concentrator
Concentrate 
10 mgd

Miles of 42" 
pipeline Cost per mile

uncongested 28.11 $1,573,294 $44,225,298
Pipeline costs $44,225,298

Brine Concentrator Costs
3 mgd 2001* 3 mgd 2007 # of BC's** 10 mgd
$20,000,000 $26,949,153 30 $269,491,525

Brine Concentrator Costs $269,491,525

land acres cost per acre total cost
BC Facilities 50 $16,195 $809,774

Evaporation Ponds
Size (acres2) Total Land  

419 570

acre liner*** ***Liner thickness is 120 mill
Land cost $16,195 $9,228,828
Earthwork $5,716 $2,395,025

Liner $0.0136 $29,764,213  
Other**** $4,138,807 ****Monitoring wells, etc.

Sub-total Evap Ponds $45,526,873

Easement feet acres cost per acre total cost
Farm land 108,293 124 $38,107 $4,736,815
West Desert 40,128 46 $16,195 $745,973

easement $5,482,788  Note: easement is assumed to be 50 feet wide

Sub-total Pipe, BC & Pond $359,243,696

NEPA 10% $35,924,370
Engineering 20% $71,848,739
Mobilization 5% $17,962,185
Construction Management 25% $89,810,924
Contingencies 40% $143,697,478
Total Pipe, BC & Pond $719,297,166

Total Capital Costs $724,779,954

Energy Costs

Day (kw-hrs) electricity (kw-hr) Daily Cost Yearly cost
2,550,000 0.077 $196,350 $71,667,750

Annualized replacement liner***** $317,229 *****Liner is replaced after 25 years
O&M $16,707,849

Total O&M $88,692,828

Interest Rate 4.875%
Years 50
Annualized Capital (38,936,833)$           
Annual O&M (88,692,828)$           
Annualized Costs (127,629,661)$         

**Each BC is 700 gpm or 1mgd
* Mike Mickly's Report No. 69

*85 kw-hr per 1000 gal of feed water



10 MGD pipeline to Softening/RO/VSEP/Evap Ponds
Concentrate 
10 mgd

Miles of 24" 
pipeline Cost per mile

uncongested 28.11 $943,976 $26,535,171
Pipeline costs sub-total $26,535,171

O&M Pipeline sub-total $132,676

Softening Facilities* 10 mgd Facility * Lime and soda ash precipitation of hardness
$13,000,000  

Softening Facility Costs sub-total $13,000,000

Chemicals Soda Na2CO3 Lime Ca(OH)2 sludge (disp)
Tons 22 7 58
Cost (day) $3,300 $1,050 $500
Cost (annual) $1,204,500 $383,250 $182,500
Chemical & Sludge Disposal sub-total $1,770,250

O&M facility, chemical & sludge sub-total $2,160,250

65% recovery Size (MGD) Cost
MF Portion of Facility 10 $16,560,000
RO Portion of Facility 10 $12,410,000

MF/RO facility Capital Sub-total $28,970,000

O&M MF/RO facility sub-total $1,760,000

VSEP Facility (3.5 mgd)
50% recovery Cost 1mgd** Cost 3.5 mgd ** Quote from New Logic Research, Inc.

$7,900,000 $27,650,000
VSEP facility Capital sub-total $27,650,000

O&M VSEP facility sub-total $1,659,000

Evaporation Ponds (1.75 mgd) Size (acres2) Total Land
 407 554

acre liner*** ***Liner thickness is 120 mill
Land cost $16,195 $8,964,518
Earthwork $5,716 $2,326,432

Liner $0.0136 $28,911,777  
Other**** $4,020,273 ****Monitoring wells, etc.

Sub-total Evap Ponds $44,223,000

O&M evap ponds sub-total $221,115

land acres cost per acre total cost
Softening, 
RO, VSEP 
facilities 20 $16,195 $323,909

Easement feet acres cost per acre total cost
Farm land 108,293 124 $38,107 $4,736,815
West Desert 40,128 46 $16,195 $745,973

easement $5,482,788  Note: easement is assumed to be 50 feet wide

Subtotal Capital Softening, RO, VSEP, Evap Ponds, Pipe $140,378,172

NEPA 10% $14,037,817
Engineering 20% $28,075,634
Mobilization 5% $7,018,909
Construction Management 25% $35,094,543
Contingencies 40% $56,151,269
Total Soft, RO, VSEP, Pipe & Pond $280,756,343

Total Capital Costs $286,563,041

Annual energy costs $661,646
Annualized replacement liner***** $308,144 *****Liner is replaced after 25 years

Total O&M Costs $6,902,831

Interest Rate 4.875%
Years 50
Annualized Capital (15,394,821)$          
Annual O&M (6,902,831)$            
Annualized Costs (22,297,651)$          

Regional Plan 4. Softening/RO/VSEP/Evap Ponds

Secondary RO Facility (10 mgd)



30 MGD pipeline to Softening/RO/VSEP/Evap Ponds
Concentrate 
10 mgd

Miles of 42" 
pipeline Cost per mile

uncongested 28.11 $1,573,294 $44,225,298
Pipeline costs sub-total $44,225,298

O&M Pipeline sub-total $221,126

Softening Facilities* 30 mgd Facility * Lime and/or soda ash precipitation of hardness
 $27,000,000  
Softening Facility Costs sub-total $27,000,000

Chemicals Soda Na2CO3 Lime Ca(OH)2 sludge
Tons 66 21 174
Cost (day) $9,900 $3,150 $1,500
Cost (annual) $3,613,500 $1,149,750 $547,500
Chemical & Sludge Disposal sub-total $5,310,750

O&M facility, chemical & sludge sub-total $6,120,750

65% Recovery Size (MGD) Cost
MF Portion of Facility 30 $35,730,000
RO Portion of Facility 30 $34,000,000

MF/RO facility Capital Sub-total $69,730,000

O&M MF/RO facility sub-total $5,150,000

VSEP Facility (10.5 mgd)
50% Recovery Cost 1mgd** Cost 10.5 mgd ** Quote from New Logic Research, Inc.

$7,900,000 $82,950,000
VSEP facility Capital sub-total $82,950,000

O&M VSEP facility sub-total $4,977,000

Evaporation Ponds (5.25 mgd) Size (acres2) Total Land
 1221 1661

acre liner*** ***Liner thickness is 120 mill
Land cost $16,195 $26,893,555
Earthwork $5,710 $6,971,759

Liner $0.0136 $86,735,332  
Other**** $12,060,065 ****Monitoring wells, etc.

Sub-total Evap Ponds $132,660,711

O&M evap ponds sub-total $663,304

land acres cost per acre total cost
Softening, 
RO, VSEP 
facilities 20 $16,195 $323,909

Easement feet acres cost per acre total cost
Farm land 108,293 124 $38,107 $4,736,815
West Desert 40,128 46 $16,195 $745,973

easement $5,482,788  Note: easement is assumed to be 50 feet wide

Subtotal Capital Softening, RO, VSEP, Evap Ponds, Pipe $356,566,009

NEPA 10% $35,656,601
Engineering 20% $71,313,202
Mobilization 5% $17,828,300
Construction Management 25% $89,141,502
Contingencies 40% $142,626,403
Total Soft, RO, VSEP, Pipe & Pond $713,132,017

Total Capital Costs $718,938,715

Annual energy costs $1,984,938
Annualized replacement liner***** $924,432 *****Liner is replaced after 25 years

Total O&M Costs $20,041,550

Interest Rate 4.875%
Years 50
Annualized Capital (38,623,028)$          
Annual O&M (20,041,550)$          
Annualized Costs (58,664,579)$          

Secondary RO Facility (30 mgd)

Regional Plan 4. Softening/RO/VSEP/Evap Ponds



 
10 MGD Wetlands with pipeline to Gila River
Concentrate 
10 mgd

Miles of 24" 
pipeline Cost per mile

uncongested 5 $943,976 $4,719,881
Pipeline costs $4,719,881

Easement feet acres cost per acre total cost
Farm land 26,400 30 $38,107 $1,154,757

easement $1,154,757  Note: easement is assumed to be 50 feet wide

 
Wetland for .5 mgd* Wetland for 10 mgd *Preliminary Analysis of a Conceptual Wetland System(CH2M Hill March 7, 2008)
Construction $2,900,000 $58,000,000
Startup $100,000 $2,000,000
Other** $6,000,000 **monitoring wells, etc.
Wetland costs $66,000,000

Land Costs acres cost per acre Total Cost
Farm land 200 $38,107 $7,621,399

land costs $7,621,399

Subtotal wetlands & pipe $70,719,881

NEPA 10% $7,071,988
Engineering 20% $14,143,976
Mobilization 5% $3,535,994
Construction Management 25% $17,679,970
Contingencies 40% $28,287,952
Total wetlands & pipe $141,439,762

Total Capital Costs $150,215,919

Annual cost removal wetlands $176,786 1/3 wetland removed at 12, 24 & 36 years as heavy metals saturate media
Annual cost replacement wetlands $1,223,440 1/3 wetland replaced at 12, 24 & 36 years 
 O&M Pipeline & Wetlands $353,599

Total O&M $1,753,825

Interest Rate 4.875%
Years 50
Annualized Capital (8,069,942)$             
Annual O&M (1,753,825)$             
Annualized Costs (9,823,767)$             

Regional Plan 5. Wetlands Treatment - Surface Discharge into Gila River



30 MGD Wetlands with pipeline to Gila River
Concentrate 
30 mgd

Miles of 42" 
pipeline Cost per mile

uncongested 5 $1,573,294 $7,866,471
Pipeline costs $7,866,471

Easement feet acres cost per acre total cost
Farm land 26,400 30 $38,107 $1,154,757

easement $1,154,757  Note: easement is assumed to be 50 feet wide

Wetland for .5 mgd* Wetland for 30 mgd *Preliminary Analysis of a Conceptual Wetland System(CH2M Hill March 7, 2008)
Construction $2,900,000 $174,000,000
Startup $100,000 $6,000,000
Other** $18,000,000 **monitoring wells, etc.
Wetland costs $180,000,000

Land Costs acres cost per acre Total Cost
Farm land 600 $38,107 $22,864,198

land costs $22,864,198

Subtotal wetlands & pipe $187,866,471

NEPA 10% $18,786,647
Engineering 20% $37,573,294
Mobilization 5% $9,393,324
Construction Management 25% $46,966,618
Contingencies 40% $75,146,588
Total wetlands & pipe $375,732,941

Total Capital Costs $399,751,896

Annual cost removal wetlands $530,358 1/3 wetland removed at 12, 24 & 36 years as heavy metals saturate media
Annual cost replacement wetlands $3,670,321 1/3 wetland replaced at 12, 24 & 36 years 
Normal: O&M Pipeline & Wetlands $939,332

Total O&M $5,140,011  

Interest Rate 4.875%
Years 50
Annualized Capital (21,475,584)$           
Annual O&M (5,140,011)$             
Annualized Costs (26,615,595)$           

Regional Plan 5. Wetlands Treatment - Surface Discharge into Gila River



10 MGD Pipeline to Injection Well
Concentrate 
10 mgd

Miles of 24" 
pipeline Cost per mile

uncongested 50 $943,976 $47,198,810
Pipeline costs $47,198,810

Easement feet acres cost per acre total cost
Farm land 52,800 61 $38,107 $2,309,515
West Desert 211,200 242 $16,195 $3,926,175

easement $6,235,690  Note: easement is assumed to be 50 feet wide

Injection Well  
size (gal/day) costs

$0.69 10,000,000 $6,875,676
Injection Well costs $6,875,676

Land Costs acres cost per acre Total Cost
West Desert 5 $16,195 $80,977

land costs $80,977

Subtotal Capital costs injection well & pipe $54,074,486

Energy Costs  Annual
Flow (gal/d) Head (ft) Q (gpm) Horse Power Kilowatts Cost kw-hr Kilowatt-hours Yearly cost 
10,000,000   22000 16412 0.077 143,769,120 $11,070,222

NEPA 10% $5,407,449
Engineering 20% $10,814,897
Mobilization 5% $2,703,724
Construction Management 25% $13,518,621
Contingencies 40% $21,629,794
Total injection well & pipe $108,148,972

Total Capital Costs $114,465,639

Total O&M Costs $11,306,216

Interest Rate 4.875%
Years 50
Annualized Capital (6,149,355)$             
Annual O&M (11,306,216)$           
Annualized Costs (17,455,572)$           

Regional Plan 6. Deep well Injection Site

Cost per gal/day capacity



30 MGD Pipeline to Injection Well
Concentrate 
30 mgd

Miles of 42" 
pipeline Cost per mile

uncongested 50 $1,573,294 $78,664,706
Pipeline costs $78,664,706

Easement feet acres cost per acre total cost
Farm land 52,800 61 $38,107 $2,309,515
West Desert 211,200 242 $16,195 $3,926,175

easement $6,235,690  Note: easement is assumed to be 50 feet wide

Injection Well  
size (gal/day) costs

$0.69 30,000,000 $20,627,027
Injection Well costs $20,627,027

Land Costs acres cost per acre Total Cost
West Desert 10 $16,195 $161,955

land costs $161,955

Subtotal Capital costs injection well & pipe $99,291,733

Energy Costs  Annual
Flow (gal/d) Head (ft) Q (gpm) Horse Power Kilowatts Cost kw-hr Kilowatt-hours Yearly cost 
30,000,000   66000 49236 0.077 431,307,360 $33,210,667

NEPA 10% $9,929,173
Engineering 20% $19,858,347
Mobilization 5% $4,964,587
Construction Management 25% $24,822,933
Contingencies 40% $39,716,693
Total injection well & pipe $198,583,467

Total Capital Costs $204,981,112

Total O&M Costs $33,603,990

Interest Rate 4.875%
Years 50
Annualized Capital (11,012,053)$           
Annual O&M (33,603,990)$           
Annualized Costs (44,616,043)$           

Cost per gal/day capacity

Regional Plan 6. Deep well Injection Site
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Concentrating the Brine 
The “Strategic Alternatives for Brine Management in the Valley of the Sun” white paper 
uses a common location for the start point for all the alternatives.  But the brine is 
generated at seven different locations and must be collected together for a regional plan 
to work.   All the alternatives use the confluence of the Gila and Agua Fria Rivers as the 
beginning point for the cost calculations.   The additional costs of getting the brine to that 
location will have to be considered if a Strategic Alternative is selected for further 
consideration as a solution to the Valley’s brine management issues.  
 
The Rainbow Valley RO and the Bullard Water Campus RO facilities would simply build 
a pipeline to the collection location.   
 
The Cave Creek Reclamation Plant RO facility and the Scottsdale Water Campus are 
located in the north and north-east Phoenix metropolitan area.  These facilities could 
either construct a pipeline to transport their concentrate to the collection location or 
alternatively they could discharge their concentrate into the sanitary sewer and then pull 
those salts out again at the 91st Ave WWTP with another RO facility.  The advantage of 
using the sanitary sewer system is that a long pipe line does not have to be constructed 
through the heavily congested Phoenix metropolitan area.   The disadvantage is that by 
putting the brine into the sewer additional energy and cost must be expended to extract 
those salts again.   The cost of a RO facility to extract those re-interred salts is quite a bit 
higher then the salinity pipeline.  See Table 1 for a comparison. 

 
Comparison of Concentrate Collection (millions) 

 
 Salinity Pipeline 44 MGD RO Facility 
Capital $  73.73 $   201.62 
O&M $    0.12 $       7.84 
Annualized $    4.08 $     18.67 

 
Table 1 

 
 
The Water Market RO facility is anticipated to be constructed at 91st Ave WWTP to 
create low TDS water for various high end purposes.   A pipeline would be constructed 
from 91st Ave WWTP to the collection point to carry the concentrate produced at the 
Water Market RO facility.    
 
The Western Canal Well Field RO has the same alternatives as the Scottsdale Water 
Campus and the Cave Creek Reclamation Plant RO facility in that they could either 
construct a pipeline or use the sanitary sewer system.   

 
Table 2 shows the range of size and costs to build a pipeline from a particular RO facility 
to the collection point. 
 

 



Pipeline to transport Concentrate to Collection Point 
 

Facility Distance 
(miles) 

Concentrate 
(MGD) 

Size Pipe 
(inches) Cost (millions) 

Bullard Water 
Campus 3.1 0.6 6 $2.60 

Rainbow Valley 
RO 7.1 9.0 24 $8.61 

Western Canal 
WTF RO 15.9 9.0 24 $19.25 

Western Canal 
Well Field RO 13.2 0.9 8 $11.51 
Water Market 6.5 4.5 18 $6.48 

 
Table 2 

 
The Western Canal Water Treatment Facility RO could not use the sanitary sewer system 
to transport their concentrate to 91st Ave WWTP.  The two main sewer lines, the Salt 
River Outfall (SRO) and the Southern Avenue Interceptor (SAI), are 80 to 90 percent full 
during peak demand periods and could not take the additional flow.  A pipeline would 
have to be constructed to transport the concentrate to the collection point. 
 
In conclusion, each RO facility would have to decide how to transport their concentrate 
to the collection point.  Salinity pipelines, which seem to be the best method, would not 
be an insignificant cost and would be born by the owners of the individual RO facility.    
 
Total capital costs to link all seven RO facilities to a Strategic Alternative start point 
would be $122.18 million. 
 
Salinity interceptors constructed in California have a wealth of customers who want to 
buy space into their pipeline.  One strategy to reduce individual cost would be that 
Phoenix metropolitan salinity interceptors be constructed oversized with the extra space 
being sold to brine producers at some future date.  
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